but still under the auspices of the program, is no clear, particularly when future evaluation contracts from the same source are a possibility. Evaluations performed or sponsored by units outside a program are not necessarily free of bias either, whether performed in-house or contracted out, especially when top decision makers are known to favor particular points of view.
8  Appropriate packaging has also been deemed important, but many counterexamples exist. For example, the attempt to develop social indicators resulted in a handsome publication (Office of Management and Budget 1973, U.S. Department of Commerce 1977) with attractive and easy-to-read graphics, yet it has found limited use.
9   As we discussed above, there are risks for bureaucracies of having to deal with new information. Other groups also run risks: for example, audiences concerned with equal educational opportunity may find negative results on programs they favor distasteful and disturbing.
10 The distinction is not always clear.  Sometimes, expectations for use at all levels are set up when data required at the federal level are collected by staff at the local level, as in the case of Title I. In some cases, it may be most efficient to sponsor a study at the federal level even when the results are pertinent to individuals at the local level; for example, testing the efficacy of alternative strategies for teaching reading.
11 The national-level evaluation of ESEA is not intended to take the place of the three-tier evaluation of Title I based on local data collection and aggregation at the state and national levels. Rather, it is a substitute for previous efforts at the national level to study the effects of Title I, specifically, the sustaining effects study (Dearman and Plisko 1979, U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare 1979a, Baker and Ginsburg 1980).
12 As described in Appendix A, fiscal 1980 was the first year for which there was a comprehensive review ofs could, perhaps, be considered in  the  samen one year following receipt of the evaluation report and contain an assessment of the level and types of uses made   (including reasons  for nonuse)   as well as an analysis of factors that  impeded or facilitated use.     If the Department proceeds with such a  requirement,   the dissemination and                      !'',
